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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address ~ 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1. Claims 8, 12, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 

being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation "the second endpoint" in line 21 . There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 12 recites the limitation "the group" in line 25. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 34 recites the limitation "the group" in line 16. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 



2. Claims 1 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US 
4,899,372 (Wahi et al.) 



States. 
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As to claims 1 , 2, and 7, Wahi et al. teaches a lockout system and device(s) 
wherein at least one external telephone line connected to a residence has a plurality of 
extensions or telephones connected thereto. Such is read as the claimed home 
network able to transmit and receive calls, wherein the at least 2 telephones are read as 
the claimed endpoints. Wahi et al. further teaches the ability to allow other extensions 
to connect to the external line or to prohibit such connections, read as the claimed 
excluding bridges thereby allowing only one of the extensions to be connected to the 
external line, providing privacy from interruption from the other extensions. (Abstract, 
Col. 1, lines 8 -14, Col. 2, lines 15-23) 

As to claims 3 - 6, 8, and 9, Wahi et al. also teaches that both public and private 
modes of operation are possible, wherein the private operation has been described 
above, and is effected upon pushing a button located on any of the telephones in the 
home network. The public mode is effected when the above-mentioned button is 
pushed again, or put in the "off' position, thereby allowing normal operation of the 
external telephone line and plurality of telephones, i.e., if one telephone is connected to 
the external line in an ongoing call and another telephone goes off-hook, i.e., the claims 
second endpoint, that second telephone will "join" the ongoing call. (Col. 2, line 30 - 
Col. 3, line 48) 

Moreover, Wahi et al. teaches that the push button may be actuated at any time, 
thereby allowing for a second telephone to be connected to the external line, read as 
the claimed adding a bridge, or allowing for a previously connected second telephone to 
be disconnected from the external line at any time. (Col. 2, lines 44 - 51 ) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 10-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over US 
4,899,372 (Wahi et al.) and further in view of US 6,252,952 (Kung et al.) 

As to claim 10, Wahi et al. has been discussed above. What Wahi et al. does not 
teach is using a gateway and establishing various traffic and control channels 
throughout the home network. 

However, Kung et al. teaches a personal user network that employs various 
gateways such as a broadband gateway, signaling gateways, etc. for interconnecting 
not only telephones but also computer endpoints, various communication devices, TVs, 
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etc. Moreover, Kung et al. teaches creating various channels for interconnecting and 
controlling the various endpoints in the system through various types of connections 
such as LANs, coaxial cable, ATMs, etc. Theses connections inherently use traffic and 
control channels. (Figs. 3-6, Col. 1 , lines 15-50, Col. 3, line 20 - Col. 5, line 28, Col. 
9 , lines 61 - 67, Col. 16, line 44 - Col. 19, line 16 of Kung et al.) 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have implemented a lockout feature in the system of Kung et al. 
inasmuch as Kung et al. teaches generally a home network using more recent 
technology, whereas Wahi et al. teaches the lockout feature in a more dated, standard 
POTS telephone system found in any residence. Kung et al. would merely provide a 
more modern environment upon which the teachings of Wahi et al. would be 
implemented. Moreover, because Kung et al. teaches the ability to interconnect and 
control standard POTS telephones, nothing that Wahi et al. teaches would interfere with 
or teach away from anything that Kung et al. teaches. 

As to claim 1 1 , because the privacy and public modes are control features, it 
would be obvious if not inherent that control channels would be used to transmit such 
information to the network backbone or broadband gateway. Again, instead of having a 
multitude of disconnected appliances and communication endpoints, all are integrated 
through a broadband gateway and can be controlled by, for example, a central device 
338. And the only way for a telephone, for example, to be connected to and controlled 
by a gateway, would be to allow for the gateway to communicate control signals thereto. 
(Figs. 2 and 3, Col. 1 8, lines 1 5 - 49 of Kung et al.) 
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Of course, the traffic channels would be the channels that voice would travel over 
in the network, whether it be the standard POTS lines or if for example, in VOIP 
communications, another channel would have be used for transmitting the decoded 
analog telephony traffic. (Col. 24, lines 14 - 55 of Kung et al.) 

As to claim 12, there is no need to exclude a television for example, from being 
bridging into the telephone system. As such some selection of nodes, i.e., telephones 
or a computer connected to the external telephone line which could potentially disrupt 
communications on the external line, whether automatic or manual is at the least 
obvious if not inherent. 

As to claim 13-15, flags are old and well known in the telephony and computer 
arts and are commonly used to represent and effect state changes in a system, which 
here would between the private and public modes of operation. Default flags, 
permission flags, toggle flags again, are all merely representations of known features. 
One would not want, for example, a child having the permission to change parameters 
in the home network, thereby necessitating some type of authorization, i.e., a 
permission flag. To move between private and public modes, of course, a toggle flag 
would exist to toggle between the two modes. Default flags too are known since 
systems usually have some type of default status. For example, in the system of Wahi 
et al., that status is the public mode and upon a telephone going on-hook, the system is 
reset or defaulted to the public mode. 

While not discussed explicitly in Kung et al., such would be obvious if not 
inherent. See also Figs. 5 and 6, which show exemplary signaling in the system. 
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States and signaling messages like these commonly have flags associated with them so 
that the system or the controller can know when to send such messages for example, or 
can know how to react to messages and system events. 

As to claim 16, such a limitation is merely a user-friendly feature that is 
commonly implemented in telephony systems so as to inform a party that their call or 
service request has failed. The motivation for such a feature is simply so that the party 
is better informed. 

As to claim 17, such is again, an old and well known user-friendly feature. It is 
merely a default condition that allows a user who has been refused service on one line, 
the use of an unused line. Multi-line systems are very old and well known and again, it 
would have been obvious to implement such a feature because it would be wasteful and 
counter-intuitive to not provide an unused line if one exists. 

As to claim 18, the limitation recited is merely transferring a telephone from one 
endpoint to another. Such is also old and well known, for example, in an office 
environment wherein a secretary will first answer an incoming call and subsequently 
transfers the call to her boss, while disconnecting her telephone from the incoming call. 

It would have been obvious to do the same here inasmuch as many situations 
arise when a person answers a telephone and the call is for another party. To make 
things simpler, it would be advantageous to simply transfer the call to another endpoint 
instead of calling for the person to come to the answering telephone. 

Moreover, as discussed above with respect to Wahi et al., a first telephone could 
put the system in public mode and allow a second telephone to enter into the 
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conversation and have the second telephone put the system into private mode, thereby 
excluding the first telephone. Such would also read on these claimed limitations. 

As to claims 19-21, such is accomplished merely by answering an incoming call 
or originating a call. The incoming call and the external line it came in on will be bridged 
to the answering telephone, and an outgoing call will be bridged to an external line 
going to a central office, for example. 

As to claim 22, see the rejection of claim 1 1 and the discussion of device 338 of 
Kung et al. Such is an input/output device reading on the claimed invention. 

As to claim 23, Wahi et al. and Kung et al. have been discussed above. Kung et 
al. also teaches that both the broadband gateway 300 and endpoints have various ports 
for connecting to each other and for control and interactive purposes. Also, the keypad 
on a telephone reads on the claimed user interface, besides the user interface displays 
available to a user on their TV, PC, etc. (Col. 3, lines 34 - 65 and Col. 18, line 49 of 
Kung et al.) 

As to claims 24 - 31 , 35, 36, 38, see the rejection of claims 1 - 9 above. 
As to claim 32, see the rejection of claim 10. 
As to claim 33, see the rejection of claim 1 1 . 
As to claim 34, see the rejection of claim 12. 

As to claim 37, see the rejection of claim 20 and note that as already discussed 
above, Wahi et al. teaches that a user may effect the private or public mode at any time, 
whether they have received a call or originate a call. 

As to claim 39, see the rejection of claim 16, 
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As to claim 40, see the rejection of claim 17. 

As to claim 41 , see the rejection of claim 18. 

As to claims 42 - 44, see the rejection of claims 13-15. 

As to claim 45, see the rejection of claim 22. 



4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US 3,651,274 (Angner et al.) teaches a selective signaling 
system with a lockout feature and the ability to add telephones to the line. US 
5,444,772 (Coker) teaches a telephone line lockout device which allows calls to be 
transferred from one telephone to another in the system. US 5,799,062 (Lazzara et al.) 
teaches systems and methods for integrating telephones and security devices which 
employs multiple levels of lockout capabilities for different network endpoints. US 
6,535,854 (Buchner et al.) teaches generally a home network environment. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hector A. Agdeppa whose telephone number is 703- 
305-1844. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon thru Fri 9:30am - 6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ahmad F. Matar can be reached on 703-305-4731. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Conclusion 



* 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



H.A.A. 

April 4, 2004 
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PpARY EXAMINER 
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